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Applicant requests review of ttie final rejection in the above-identified application. No amendments are being filed 
with this request. 



This request is being filed with a notice of appeal. 



The review is requested for the reason(s) stated on the attached sheet(s). 
Note: No more than five (5) pages may be provided. 
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Title: Semiconductor Processing Methods of Chemical Vapor Depositing SiOa on a 



Applicant requests review of the rejection of claims 60-62, 64 and 66 under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The 
office contends that applicant's specification fails to provide support for claim 60's limitation 
of providing O2 into the reactor without passing through an ozone generator. Applicant 
notes that such limitation was removed by amendment in applicant's response filed 
October 10, 2006 and that such is no longer a recited limitation in claim 60. Accordingly, 
the § 112, first paragraph, rejection of claim 60 and its dependent claims is in error. 
Referring to page 5 of applicant's response filed October 1 0, 2006 such indicates that the 
recited phrase "without passing through an ozone generator" was deleted and previous 
language "without feeding ozone into the reactor" was reinstated (previously added by 
amendment) to be presented in the event of appeal. For the reasons explained therein, it 
is believed that one of ordinary skill in the art would clearly recognize from applicant's 
specification that ozone is not being fed into the reactor during applicant's disclosed 
process. Claim 60 therefore meets the requirements of § 112, first paragraph, and 
complies with the written description requirement. 
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Applicant also requests review of the rejection of claims 60-62, 64 and 66 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nguyen (U.S. Patent No. 5,356,722) as 
combined with Ikeda (U.S. Patent No. 5,593,741) and considered with Wolf, et al. Silicon 
Processing for the VLSI Era. Vol. 1. Process Technology , (1986) pp. 166-167. As 
discussed at page 7 of applicant's response filed October 10, 2006, each of Ikeda and 
Nguyen disclose methods of utilization of ozone during deposition. Neither Ikeda nor 
Nguyen or a combination of the two references disclose or suggest the claim 60 recited 
deposition without feeding ozone into the reactor. The present action indicates that the 
element of 'without feeding ozone into the reactor' has been read out of the claims. Such 
is based upon the § 112 rejection. Applicant notes however that the § 112 rejection is 
erroneous and is based upon former claim language. Additionally as indicated above one 
of ordinary skill in the art would be apprised that applicant's methodology included 
methodology without feeding ozone into the reactor. 

As further described in applicant's response dated October 10, 2006, at page 7, 
since both Ikeda and Nguyen disclose methods utilizing ozone during deposition the 
parameters disclosed therein do not teach or suggest the claim 60 recited parameters for 
depositing without feeding ozone into the reactor. Wolf is indicated as being relied upon as 
disclosing reactor aspects and does not contribute toward suggesting the recited 
deposition conditions or absence of ozone. 

As set forth at page 7, paragraph 2 of the response filed October 10, 2006 the 
combination of Nguyen and Ikeda fail to provide a reasonable expectation of success for 
the recited deposition of Si02 without feeding ozone into the reactor utilizing the recited set 
of parameters. The Examiner further maintains an indication of overlapping ranges 
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between the prior art and the present claims. However, as set forth at page 8 of applicant's 
previous response, no guidance or suggestion is provided as to parameters to be utilized in 
an absence of ozone other than those set forth in applicant's own specification. 

Since the Examiner's maintained rejections of claims 60-62, 64 and 66 are believed 
to be clearly erroneous and based upon improper reading of applicant's claims and reading 
out of limitations, review of such maintained rejections is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: An^^^ ^\ M0 9 



By: 




J efi n if e r JO'ay 1 9/ 
/f^eg. N(/48,711 



S :\M I22\1 098\pre-appeai .doc 



3 



